TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENT
for
OPERATING PERMIT 950PPB097
to beissued to:

CF&l Sted, L.P.
Pueblo - Steedmaking Mill
Pueblo County
Source ID 1010048

Prepared by Michael E. Jensen
April 7,1998

PURPOSE:

This document establishes the basis for decisions made regarding the Applicable Requirements,
Emission Factors, Monitoring Plan and Compliance Status of Emission Units covered within the
Operating Permit proposed for thisste. 1t isdesigned for reference during review of the proposed
permit by the EPA and during Public Comment. Conclusions in this document are based on
information provided in the original gpplication submittal of December 8, 1995, aswell asnumerous
telephone contacts with the gpplicant.

Sour ce Description:

The sted plant islocated in Pueblo County at the south edge of the City of Pueblo, Colorado. The
areain which the plant operatesisdesgnated as attainment for al criteriapollutants. Thetotd plant
emissons classfy the plant as amgor sationary source with respect to Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) requirements. The Title V gpplication gates the seedmaking production

operations are not subject to the provisons of the Accidental Release Plan Provisions of Section
112 (r)(7) of the Clean Air Act.

CF&1 Stedl, L.P. (CF&) usestwo (2) dectric arc furnacesto produce sted! for the production of
various products. CF&I dected to divide the plant by mgor production function and submit
separate TitleV permitsfor each production function. This placesthe compliance responsibility on
the designated production manager making the operating, budget and scheduling decisions. For this
document the word >Mill- will be used to refer to the various processes related to the production
function. The word >Mill- is not referring to a separate facility. The following separate Title V
permit gpplications were submitted for the CF& | plant:

Rall Mill 950PPB086 Sedmaking  950PPB097

Rod/Bar Mill  950PPB088 Utilities 950PPB098

Seamless Mill  950PPB089
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The sources addressed in this operating permit are those related to the portion of the plant
dedicated to the production of sted. Sources of air pollution emissons involved with the stedl
production are:

EAF #3 & #4 - Electric Arc Furnaces (EAF) mdt the sted scrap. The melted scrap is
mixed with various materids (fluxes) to produce sted hillets.

LadleMetdlurgy Station - Materiasare added to refine the stedl to the quality required for
the fina production use.

Sted Casters - There are two stedl casters, abillet caster and around caster, for casting
the molten sted!.

Vacuum Degasser - Dissolved gases are removed from the molten sted. The gases are
passed through a flare to reduce the carbon monoxide emissions.

Steam Boiler - Steam isused in the molten sted degassing process. A boiler isrequired to
produce the steam.

Tredle Offloading - Rail cars ddivering raw materiasfor the sted production are moved
onto an elevated trestle for off-loading.

Thereisonedightly different agpect about the baghousesfor the eectric arc furnacesworth noting.
The gas is exhaugted from the baghouses into a plenum through the baghouses ingtead of being
discharged through conventional stacks.

The following tables display the Potentid to Emit for the individua production processes as
reported inthe separate Title V gpplications, and thetota Potentia to Emit for theplant. Theactua
emissions reported in the Division database for the 1996 data year are included for comparative
puUrposes.
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STEELMAKING POTENTIAL TO EMIT, TONSPE YEAR

PM PM 19 NOx 0O, VOC CcOo

EAF #3 157.7 911 319.8 389.5 195.1 10,018
EAF#4 157.7 91.1 319.8 389.5 195.1 10,018
Billet & Round Caster 42.13 2211 57.11 0.12 0.42 5.34
Ladle Station 7.44 478

Vacuum Degassing <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 257
Degassing Steam Boiler 1.04 1.04 10.6 0.05 0.21 2.66
Flux Offloading 2.15 1.02

TOTALS 368.1 212.6 707.3 779.1 390.9 20,047
Division Database - 144.8 88.4 310.2 316.7 69.2 1,822
1996 Actual Emissions

PLANT POTENTIAL TO EMIT, TONSPER YEAR

1996 Actual Emissions

PM PM 40 NOy 0, VOC CO Lead
Rail Mill 1.80 1.80 198.3 0.20 124 144
Rod/Bar Mill 197 197 216.2 0.24 28.8 15.7
Seamless Mill 11.9 11.9 623.0 0.90 128.3 57.8
Steelmaking
Utilities 273.6 163.1 50.3
TOTAL 657.4 3914 1745 780.4 610.7 20135 10.3
Division Database - 151.2 94.6 1,077 317.9 248.9 1,900 0.0017
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PTE PLANT EMISS ONS, POUNDS PER YEAR

Rail Rod/Bar Seamless Utilities TOTAL Division
S Database
1996
Plant Totals
Stryene 43200 18000 61200
1004252
Ethylbenzene 4800 2000 268 7068
100414
Toluene 6000 800 5000 268 12068
108883
MIBK 1600 200 1000 2800
108101
Arsenic 50
Compounds
Cadmium 556
Compounds
Chromium 1902
Compounds
Mercury 238
Manganese 29460
Nickel 238
Compounds
Ferromanganese 6
Silicomanganese 278
Ferrochromium 20
Methanol 2400 800 3200
67561
2-Butoxyethanol 800 800
111672
Xylene 6600 538 7138
1330207
MEK 4200 4200
78933
Trichloroethane 180 180
71556
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Glycol ethers 400 5800 6200

TCA 268 268
79005

Perchloroethylene 268 268
127184

Methylene 7000 7000
chloride
75092

Hexane

Benzene

Lead Compounds
& Chemica Abstract Services identification number

Hexane, benzene and the lead compounds are reported in the 1996 database asrel ated to the Steelmaking
Mill but these hazardous air pollutants are not reported in the Title V' gpplication. These hazardous air
pollutants were apparently emitted in the past but were no longer emitted at thetimethe Title V application
was prepared. CF& | has not submitted aRevised APEN to report zero emissionsfor these hazardous air
pollutants.

1. EMISSION SOURCES:

Thefallowing sources are specificaly regulated under terms and conditions of the Operating Permit for this
production center.

|EAF #3 & EAF #4 and Meltshop |

Some background information is provided for a better understanding of the operations involved in the
following sections. Each dectric arc furnace is equipped with its own baghouse. The baghouses are
connected to canopies congtructed above the furnaces. The top of a furnace is opened to charge the
furnace with the raw materials needed for producing the molten sted. The canopies had to be constructed
at acong derable distance from the top of the furnacesin order to alow the furnace topsto be opened, and
the over-head crane to have access for depositing the materials. As a consequence, the canopies are
somewhat ineffective in capturing the emissons. The emissions that escape the canopies are discharged
through openings (cupolas) in theroof of the building. The escaping emissons have aggnificant particulate
matter content and create opacity in the atmosphere.

The area around the furnaces where the raw materias for the furnaces and the molten sted from the
furnacesis handled is consdered the melt shop. Some of the activities could be partidly isolated to dlow
some control of theemissions. However, most of the activity must be conducted in the open and resultsin
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emissions escaping through the roof cupolas and other openingsinthebuilding. The permittee requested the
meltshop be deleted as a source. While the Divison had listed the meltshop as a separate source in the
higoric database, their is difficulty in separating the furnace and shop emissons. The metshop was
removed as a separate source.

1. Applicable Requirements. The gpplicable requirements were established by Congiruction Permit
10PB557. Some confusion is created because the Construction Permit did not note that the melt shop was
included under the permit requirements. Regulation No. 1, Section V, Paragraph D establishesagrain
loading particulate standard for the furnaces. Applicable requirements were aso established by the
Compliance Order on Consent, last dated June 4, 1997, subsequently modified by a June 20, 1997 |etter.
Copiesof the Compliance Order and the modification |etter areincluded in the Operating Permit to establish
dates and related activities

2. Emission Factor s: Whilethe primary heet sourcefor thefurnacesisprovided by electricity, naturd gas
is ds0 required for heating in some of the associated operations. The natural gas emission factors were
selected from AP-42. The naturd gas emissions represent only asmdl portion of the total emissions.

Any estimation procedure requires asubjective eval uation of how to compensate for the amount of materia

that escapes the capture and collection system. The process related emisson factors for the criteria
pollutants, other than particulate matter, are based on the amount of stedd produced. Theseemission factors
were established when the Construction Permit was created. The TitleV application based the particul ate
matter and hazardousair pollutant emissons estimates on the parti cul ate matter captured by the baghouses.
The permittee monitors the amount of materia captured by the baghouses. In addition, ameta analysisis
performed on the captured particulate matter. Theresultsof themetd andyssareused to develop emission
factors for the metds discharged to the amosphere. The emisson factor caculaions in the Title V

gpplication are based on abaghouse particul ate matter capture efficiency of 99.2%. Thiscaptureefficency
will be used until a performance test establishes a different vaue.

Theprocessrelated emission factorsfor the EAFsincluded an estimate of themeltshop emissons. TheTitle
V application provided aseparate cal cul ation estimating the particul ate emissonsfrom the meltshop. These
cdculated vaues were included in the summeation of the totd facility emissons. Therefore, the Title V
gpplication double counted the meltshop particul ate emissions when caculating the totd facility emissons.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emissonsestimationsand the compliance determinations require the monitoring of
the amount of sted produced, the operating hours of each furnace, the amount of particulate matter
captured by the baghouses and the amount of naturd gas used. The Division finds the recent Consent
Order judtifies the need for frequent opacity observations.

4. Compliance Status: The Title V application noted the eectric arc furnaces and the melt shop were not
in compliance with the 20% opacity standard. Planswere being devel oped to enhance the fume collection
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and baghouse system for each furnace, enclose the north end of the meltshop and to enhance the fume
collection in the met shop. The planned compliance date was identified as December 31, 1998.
Subsequent to the submittal of the Title V application these same operations have been subject to the
Compliance Order on Consent included in the Title V permit. A feagbility study is currently underway to
eva uate replacing thetwo exigting furnaceswith onefurnace. The new furnacewill be subject tothe NSPS
Subpart AAarequirements.

A review was made to determine if the exigting eectric arc furnaces were subject to NSPS Subpart AA.
The review established that the congtruction of EAF #3 was completed prior to the October 21, 1974
effective date of Subpart AA. However, the construction of EAF #4 started at approximately this date.
The available documentation lacked sufficient detail for a precise determination. Much of the review
focused on the interpretations by EPA and court rulings on the definition of >commenced congtructiorr as
used inthe NSPSrequirements. The congtruction of the two furnaces was undertaken as aphased project.

Congtruction of EAF #4 was in the second phase. The Divisonissued a construction permit for EAF #4
in December 1974, which is dfter the effective date of the NSPS requirements.  The conditions of the
congtruction permit did not include any of the NSPS requirements. EPA had the responsibility for the
NSPS program at the time the congtruction permit wasissued. The State was not delegated the program
respongbility until 1978. Therewas no documentation to indicateif EPA ever evaluated the congtruction of

EAF #4. The review concluded thet EAF #4 was not subject to the requirements of Subpart AA. One of
the determinative factorswas that construction of equipment integrd to theingtalation of EAF#4 (e.g. melt
shop walls and roof gructure, including the interna crane structure, the building penthouses and the duct
work ingdethe mdt shop) had commenced during the relevant time period for congtruction of both EAFs,
but before October 21, 1974. These structureswould have required significant redesign and recongtruction
to provide aninterna hood and plenum had EAF #4 been expected to comply with therelevant provisons
of the NSPS.

|Billet Caster and Round Caster |

The two casters had been assigned separate congtruction permits, primarily because they were two
difference sSze furnaces. The Title V application requested the two caster be combined into one source.
The emission factorsfor both furances are the same and the fuel consumption and sted processing records
are not kept separately. Combining the two casters into one source alowsthe permittee the flexability to
operate ether caster as needed for production schedules without the need for additional recordkeeping.
This request was granted and the casters were combined as one source in the operating permit.

1. Applicable Requirements: The gpplicable requirements were established by Construction Permit
93PB1073-3for thebillet caster and 93PB1073-4 for theround caster. In preparing the Operating Permit
atypographic error was found in the Fina Approva of Construction Permit 93PB1073-4 for the round
cagter. Theerror set the nitrogen oxides emission limit at 6.69 tons per year The correct value was 35.59
tons per year. The correct value was incorporated in the Operating Permit.
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2. Emission Factors: Theemissonsare estimated from the natural gas consumed and the amount of stedl
processed. The naturd gas emission factors were selected from AP-42. The particulate matter emission
factor for hot metd transfer was taken from AP-42. The PMo and the NOx emission factors were
developed in the preparation of the congtruction permits.

TheTitleV gpplication tota facility emissonsreported could not be verified. Asnoted above, the meltshop
particulate emissons were gpparently double counted when calculating the totd emissons. In addition, it
appears that while the gpplication discussed the process related emission factors for PM o and nitrogen
oxide in the casting process, these emissions were not caculated and included in the emissons for the
cagters and the totd facility.

3. Monitoring Plan: Thefud usage, amount of stedl processed and the furnace operating hours areto be
monitored for estimating the emissons and determining compliance.

4. Compliance Status: The Divison accepts thet this sourcewasin compliance a thetime the gpplication
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.

|LadIeMetaIIurgy Station |

1. Applicable Requirements. The gpplicable requirements were established by Congruction Permit
93PB1073-8. During the preparation of the Operation Permit the permittee requested the hourly limitsbe
increased, but the annud limits not be changed. Based on experience, the permittee was not certain they
could comply with the short term limits during periods of intense production. The Divison accept the
request to increase the limit.

2. Emission Factors: The emisson factors were provided in the Title V agpplication. The Title V
gpplication baghouse capture efficiencies of 99.0% for particulates, 98.7% for PM 14, and 99.0% for lead,
were usad in verifying compliance for this process.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emisson estimates and the compliance determinations are based on the
monitoring of the amount of sted processed and the operating hours of the Sation.

4. Compliance Status: The Division acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at thetime the application
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.
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|Vacuum Degassing Facility |

1. Applicable Requirements. The applicable requirements were established by Construction Permit
93PB1073-2. During the preparation of the Operation Permit the permittee requested the hourly sted!

processing limit be increased, but the annud limit not be changed. Based on experience, the permitteewas
not certain they could comply with the short term limit during periods of intense production. The Divison
accept the request to increase the limit.

2. Emission Factors. The degassng emissions are discharged through aflare to control the amount of
carbon monoxideemissons. The atmospheric emissons are generated from the natural gas combustion of
the flare and from the degassing. The natura gas combustion emission factors were selected from AP-42.
The carbon monoxide emission factor for the degassing processwas devel oped for the construction permit.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emission estimatesand the compliance demongtration are based on the amount of
natura gas consumed and the amount of steel processed.

4. Compliance Status: The Divison acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at thetime the application
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.

|Cleaver Brooks Boiler For Degassing Steam Production |

1. Applicable Requirements: The gpplicable requirements were established by Congruction Permit
93PB1073-1.

2. Emission Factors. Thebailer burnsonly natural gas. Theemission factorswere selected from AP-42.
There is no control equipment on the boiler stack.

3. Monitoring Plan: Only the fuel use needs to be monitored because the estimated emissions are
cdculated from thefuel use. The Divison accepts that the combustion of pipeine qudity naturd gasis not
expected to exceed the opacity standard or create Significant sulfur dioxide emissions. The permitteeisto
provide an annud certification that only pipeline qudity naturd gasis burned.

4, Compliance Status: The Division acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at thetimethe gpplication
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.
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| Trestle Off-loading |

1. Applicable Requirements: This source was grandfathered from the regulatory requirement for a
congruction permit. The pertinent applicable requirements for this source of fugitive particulate emissons
are to minimize fugitive particulate emissions (Regulation No. 1, Section I11.D.1.8), and APEN reporting
(Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section I1). The 20% opacity, no off- property transport and nuisanceemission
limitationsidentified in Regulation 1, Section 111.D.1.c are guidelines, not enforcegble sandards. However,
fallure to comply with the guidelines may trigger the Divison to require afugitive emissions control plan be
submitted. Thefileinformation indicates afugitive particulate emissons control plan has not been required
to avoid a problem with the off-gte trangport of fugitive particulate emissons.

While PM and PM 1, fugitive particulate emissons are subject to the APEN reporting requirements, they but
are not subject to annua emission fees.

2. Emission Factors. Fugitive emissons are emissons that are not discharged to the atmosphere in a
confined flow stream. The combination of wind and the exposed surface area create fugitive particulate
emissons from the storage piles. The fugitive particulate emissions are categorized as particulate matter
(PM), whichistypicdly particulates with ardatively coarse Sze range, and particulate matter lessthan 10
microns in diameter (PMyg).

The Title V gpplication provided a particulate emission factor of 0.0128 pounds per ton of tota flux off-
loaded, and 0.0018 pounds per ton of burned lime off-loaded fromthetrestle. TheTitleV gpplication dso
provided PM ;o emission factorsof 0.00607 pounds per ton of tota flux off-1oaded, and 0.00087 pounds of
burned lime off-loaded. The Division accepts the emisson factors provided by the gpplication.
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The permittee notesthe flux materid being purchased may changein thefuture and have different emissons
factors, but the source emissonswould not be expected to change. The Divisonisnot ableto accomodate
an ungpecified ligt of materiadsin the Title V permit. If a future change in the materials used resultsin no
change or a decrease in the source emissions, the Title V permit may be modified with an adminidrative
typeof change. If the emissonsincrease, consderationsfor re-opening the permit will haveto be reviewed
at that time.

3. Monitoring Plan: Asnoted above, once the emission factors have been determined the emissonscan
be edimated from the amount of materia off-loaded from the trestle each year. Fugitive particulate
emissonsmay be controlled by wetting the stored materid with water or chemicals, compaction and grading
of thestored materid. Visud observations provide sufficient information for when aproblem isdeveloping
and the need for corrective action.

4. Compliance Status: TheDivison acceptsthat thissource wasin compliance a thetime the gpplication
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and the self- certification performed by
the applicant.

|Insignificant Sour ces |

Severd inggnificant sources of emissons related to this production process are noted in the Title V

goplication. Thesewerecited by theuse of thegenerd categoriesprovidedintheTitle V gpplication forms,
and no specific source or equipment was noted. On an annud basis the applicant will haveto review the
edimated emissons from these indgnificant sources to determine if they are ill inggnificant and in

compliance.

TheTitleV gpplication notesthere are 35 to 45 insignificant naturd gas combustion sourceswith ratings of
0.02 to 0.25 million Btu per hour. Various activities within the sedmaking mill such as dag removd,
storage of HBI and bucket loading have particulate emissons which are unquantifiable at thistime. The
permittee used their experienceto estimate that each of these sourcesarelessthan 2 TPY. Theparticulate
emissons from the flux hoppers are consdered insgnificant whether or not an 80% enclosure efficiency is
gpplied. Thehandling of the baghouse dust is considered to bean inggnificant source. The potentid to emit
for the dust handling is estimated a only a fraction of a ton without consderation of any dust control
measures.

|Alter nate Oper ating Scenarios |

No aternative operating scenarios were identified.
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[Permit Snield |

The intent of the permit shield isto provide limited protection to the facility in the event of an error in the
evauation of whether aregulation, or portion of aregulation applies. The facility identifies the issue and
presentsitsposition. The Divison reviewsthepostion. If the Divison and thefacility mutualy agreeonthe
position, theissueisrecorded inthe permit. If, at alater date, it isdetermined that an error was madein the
mutua decison, the facility is protected from enforcement action until the permit can be reopened and the
correct requirements and a compliance schedule inserted.

For thisTitle V gpplication, where arequest for the shield protection for aspecific applicable requirement,
or a specific section of an applicable requirement, and a proper judtification was provided for the request,
the shiddd was granted. The permit shield was not granted for requests for a blanket protection from al

portions of aregulation. The Divison findsthistype of blanket protection istoo broad and genera for the

IMiscellaneous |

shield protection to be properly interpreted and granted.

From time to time published emisson factors are changed based on new or improved data. A logica

concerniswhat happensif the use of the new emission factor in acaculation resultsin asource being out of
compliancewith apermit limit. For thisoperating permit, the emission factors or emission factor equations
included in the permit are consdered to be fixed until changed by the permit. Obvioudy, factors dependent
onthefud sulfur content or heat content can not be fixed and will vary with thetest results. Theformulafor
determining the emisson factorsis, however, fixed. It isthe responshility of the permittee to be aware of
changesin thefactors, and to natify the Divison inwriting of impacts on the permit requirementswhen there
isachangeinfactors. Upon natification, the Divison will work with the permittee to addressthe Stuation.

|HazardousAir Pollutants |

Hazardousair pollutants areincluded in the State non-criteriareportable pollutants. A de minimisreporting
threshold is established by acombination of the degree of hedlth hazard represented by the pollutant (Bin)
and the height above ground for the discharge of the material. Thenon-criteriareportable pollutantsand the
reporting thresholds for the sources at thismill areincluded in Appendix H of the TitleV permit. TheTitle
V gpplication provided the following emission factors for the pollutants.

12
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Steelmaking Non-criteria Pollutant Emisson Factors

Pollutant Value Units

Electric Arc Furnaces#3 & #4

Arsenic 0.00127 pounds per ton of particulate matter emitted
Cadmium 0.0141

Chromium 0.0484

Mercury 0.00605

Manganese 0.726

Nickel 0.00605

Lead 0526

Trestle Off-Loading

Ferromanganese 0.0128 pounds per ton of ferromanganese
Silicomanganese pounds per ton of silicomanganese
Ferrochromium pounds per ton of ferrochromium

13



TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENT
for
OPERATING PERMIT 950PPB097
to be issued to:

CF&I Sted, L.P.
Pueblo - Steeddmaking Mill
Pueblo County
Source ID 1010048

Prepared by Michael E. Jensen
August 25, 1998

. PURPOSE:

This document establishes the basis for decisions made regarding the Applicable Requirements, Emisson
Factors, Monitoring Plan and Compliance Status of Emission Units covered within the Operating Permit
proposed for thisste. It isdesigned for reference during review of the proposed permit by the EPA and
during Public Comment. This narrdive is intended only as an adjunct for the reviewer and has no legd
ganding. Conclusions in this document are based on information provided in the origina gpplication
submittal of December 8, 1995, as well as numerous telephone contacts with the applicant.

On April 16, 1998, the Colorado Air Qudity Control Commission directed the Division to implement new
procedures regarding the use of short term emission and production/throughput limits on Construction
Permits. These proceduresare being directly implementedin al Operating Permitsthat had not started their
Public Comment period asof April 16, 1998. All short term emission and production/throughput limitsthat
appeared in the Congtruction Permits associated with thisfacility that are not required by aspecific State or
Federd standard or by the above referenced Divison procedures have been deeted and dl annua emisson
and production/throughput limits converted to arolling twelve (12) month total. Note thét, if applicable,
gppropriate modeling to demonstrate compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards was
conducted as part of the Congtruction Permit processing procedures. If required by this permit, portable
monitoring resultsand/or EPA referencetest method resultswill be multiplied by 8760 hoursfor comparison
to annua emisson limits unlessthere is a specific condition in the permit redtricting the hours of operation.

II. Source Description:

The sted plant islocated in Pueblo County at the south edge of the City of Pueblo, Colorado. Theareain
which the plant operates is designated as attainment for al criteria pollutants. The totd plant emissons
classfy the plant asamagjor stationary source with respect to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
requirements. The TitleV gpplication states the steel making production operations are not subject to the
provisions of the Accidenta Release Plan Provisions of Section 112 (r)(7) of the Clean Air Act.

CF&I| Sted, L.P. (CF&I) usestwo (2) dectric arc furnacesto produce stedl for the production of various
products. CF&I dected to divide the plant by mgor production function and submit separate Title V
permits for each production function. This places the compliance responshility on the designated
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production manager making the operating, budget and scheduling decisons. For this document the word
>Mill= will be used to refer to the various processesrel ated to the production function. Theword>Mill= isnat
referring to a separate facility. The following separate Title V' permit applications were submitted for the
CF&I plant:

Rail Mill 950PPB086 Sedmeking  950PPB097

Rod/Bar Mill  950PPB088 Utilities 950PPB098

Seamless Mill  950PPB089

The sources addressed in this operating permit are those rel ated tothe portion of the plant dedicated to the
production of stedl. Sources of air pollution emissons involved with the sted production are:

EAF #3 & #4 - Electric Arc Furnaces (EAF) met the sted scrap. Themelted scrap ismixed with
various materids (fluxes) to produce sted hillets.

LadleMetdlurgy Station - Materidsare added to refine the sted to the qudity required for thefina
production use.

Sted Casters- Therearetwo sted cagters, abillet caster and around caster, for casting the molten
ded.

Vacuum Degasser - Dissolved gases are removed from the molten sted. The gases are passed
through a flare to reduce the carbon monoxide emissons.

Steam Boiler - Steamisused in the molten steel degassing process. A boiler isrequired to produce
the steam.

Tredtle Offloading - Rail cars delivering raw materiasfor the sted production are moved onto an
elevated trestle for off-loading.

Thereisonedightly different aspect about the baghousesfor the éectric arc furnacesworth noting. Theges
isexhausted from the baghousesinto a plenum through the baghousesinstead of being discharged through
conventiona stacks.

Thefollowing tables display the Potential to Emit for theindividua production processes asreported inthe

separate Title V gpplications, and the total Potentid to Emit for the plant. Theactud emissonsreportedin
the Division database for the 1996 data year are included for comparative purposes.
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STEELMAKING POTENTIAL TO EMIT, TONSPE YEAR

PM PM 1o NOx 0, vOoC CO

EAF #3 157.7 91.1 319.8 389.5 195.1 10,018
EAF #4 157.7 91.1 319.8 389.5 195.1 10,018
Billet & Round Caster 42.13 2211 57.11 0.12 0.42 5.34
Ladle Station 7.44 4.78

Vacuum Degassing <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 257
Degassing Steam Boiler 1.04 1.04 10.6 0.05 021 2.66
Flux Offloading 215 1.02

TOTALS 368.1 2126 707.3 779.1 390.9 20,047
Division Database - 144.8 88.4 310.2 316.7 69.2 1,822
1996 Actual Emissions

PLANT POTENTIAL TO EMIT, TONSPER YEAR

PM PM 40 NOy 0O, VOC (6{0) Lead
Rail Mill 1.80 1.80 198.3 0.20 124 144
Rod/Bar Mill 197 197 216.2 0.24 28.8 15.7
Seamless Mill 11.9 11.9 623.0 0.90 128.3 57.8
Steelmaking
Utilities 273.6 163.1 50.3
TOTAL 657.4 3914 1745 780.4 610.7 20135 10.3
Division Database - 151.2 94.6 1,077 317.9 248.9 1,900 0.0017

1996 Actual Emissions
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PTE PLANT EMISSONS, POUNDS PER YEAR

Rall Rod/Bar Seamless Utilities TOTAL Division
S Database
1996
Plant Totals
Stryene 43200 18000 61200
1004252
Ethylbenzene 4800 2000 268 7068
100414
Toluene 6000 800 5000 268 12068
108883
MIBK 1600 200 1000 2800
108101
Arsenic 50
Compounds
Cadmium 556
Compounds
Chromium 1902
Compounds
Mercury 238
Manganese 29460
Nickel 238
Compounds
Ferromanganese 6
Silicomanganese 278
Ferrochromium 20
Methanol 2400 800 3200
67561
2-Butoxyethanol 800 800
111672
Xylene 6600 538 7138
1330207
MEK 4200 4200
78933
Trichloroethane 180 180
71556
Glycol ethers 400 5800 6200
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Rail Rod/Bar Seamless Sted Utilities TOTAL Division
S Database
1996
Plant Totals

TCA 268 268
79005

Perchloroethylene 268 268
127184

Methylene 7000 7000
chloride
75092

Hexane

Benzene

Lead Compounds
& Chemical Abstract Services identification number

Hexane, benzene and the lead compounds are reported in the 1996 database asrel ated to the Steelmaking
Mill but these hazardous air pollutants are not reported in the Title V application. These hazardous air
pollutants were gpparently emitted in the past but were no longer emitted at thetimethe TitleV gpplication
was prepared. CF& | has not submitted aRevised APEN to report zero emissionsfor these hazardousair
pollutants.

1. EMISSION SOURCES:

Thefollowing sources are specificaly regulated under terms and condiitions of the Operating Permit for this
production center.

|EAF #3 & EAF #4 and Meltshop |

Some background information is provided for a better understanding of the operations involved in the
following sections. Each dectric arc furnace is equipped with its own baghouse. The baghouses are
connected to canopies congtructed above the furnaces. The top of a furnace is opened to charge the
furnace with the raw materidls needed for producing the molten stedl. The canopies had to be constructed
at acongderable distance from the top of the furnacesin order to alow the furnace topsto be opened, and
the over-head crane to have access for depositing the materids. As a consequence, the canopies are
somewhat ineffective in capturing the emissons. The emissons that escape the canopies are discharged
through openings (cupolas) in theroof of the building. The escaping emissons have asgnificant particulate
matter content and create opacity in the atmosphere.

The area around the furnaces where the raw materids for the furnaces and the molten sted from the
furnacesis handled is consdered the melt shop. Some of the activities could be partidly isolated to dlow
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some control of theemissons. However, most of the activity must be conducted in the open and resultsin
emissons escaping through the roof cupolasand other openingsinthebuilding. The permittee requested the
meltshop be deleted as a source. While the Divison had listed the meltshop as a separate source in the
higtoric database, therr is difficulty in separating the furnace and shop emissions. The metshop was
removed as a separate source.

1. Applicable Requirements. The gpplicable requirements were established by Congiruction Permit
10PB557. Some confusion is created because the Construction Permit did not note that the melt shop was
included under the permit requirements. Regulation No. 1, Section V, Paragraph D establishesagrain
loading particulate standard for the furnaces. Applicable requirements were dso established by the
Compliance Order on Consent, last dated June 4, 1997, subsequently modified by a June 20, 1997 |etter.
Copiesof the Compliance Order and the modification |etter areincluded in the Operating Permit to establish
dates and related activities.

2. Emission Factor s: Whilethe primary heat sourcefor thefurnacesisprovided by dectricity, naturd gas
is ds0 required for heating in some of the associated operations. The natural gas emission factors were
selected from AP-42. The naturd gas emissions represent only asmall portion of the total emissons.

Any estimation procedure requires asubjective eval uation of how to compensate for the amount of materia
that escapes the capture and collection system. The process related emission factors for the criteria
pollutants, other than particulate matter, are based on the amount of sted produced. Theseemission factors
were established when the Construction Permit was created. The TitleV application based the particul ate
matter and hazardousair pollutant emiss ons estimates on the particulate matter captured by the baghouses.
The permittee monitors the amount of materia captured by the baghouses. In addition, ameta analysisis
performed on the captured particulate matter. Theresultsof the metal andysisare used to develop emisson
factors for the metds discharged to the amosphere. The emisson factor caculaions in the Title V
application are based on abaghouse parti cul ate matter capture efficiency of 99.2%. Thiscaptureefficiency
will be used until a performance test establishes a different vaue.

The processrelated emission factorsfor the EAFsincluded an estimate of themeltshop emissons. TheTitle
V application provided aseparate ca cul ation estimating the particul ate emissonsfrom the meltshop. These
cdculated vaues were induded in the summation of the tota facility emissons. Therefore, the Title V
application double counted the meltshop particul ate emissions when cdculating the total facility emissons.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emissons estimations and the compliance determinationsreguirethe monitoring of
the amount of sted produced, the operating hours of each furnace, the amount of particulate matter
captured by the baghouses and the amount of natural gas used. The Divison finds the recent Consent
Order judtifies the need for frequent opacity observations.

4. Compliance Status: The Title V application noted the eectric arc furnaces and the melt shop were not
in compliance with the 20% opacity sandard. Planswere being developed to enhance the fume collection
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and baghouse system for each furnace, enclose the north end of the meltshop and to enhance the fume
collection in the melt shop. The planned compliance date was identified as December 31, 1998.
Subsequent to the submittal of the Title V application these same operations have been subject to the
Compliance Order on Consent included in the Title V permit. A feasibility study is currently underway to
evauate replacing thetwo exigting furnaceswith onefurnace. The new furnacewill be subject to the NSPS
Subpart AAa requirements.

A review was made to determine if the existing dectric arc furnaces were subject to NSPS Subpart AA.
The review established that the construction of EAF #3 was completed prior to the October 21, 1974
effective date of Subpart AA. However, the congtruction of EAF #4 started at approximately this date.

The available documentation lacked sufficient detail for a precise determination. Much of the review

focused on the interpretations by EPA and court rulings on the definition of >commenced congtructiors as
used inthe NSPSrequirements. The construction of the two furnaces was undertaken as aphased project.
Congtruction of EAF #4 wasin the second phase. The Divisonissued a congtruction permit for EAF #4
in December 1974, which is &fter the effective date of the NSPS requirements. The conditions of the
congruction permit did not include any of the NSPS requirements. EPA had the responsibility for the
NSPS program at the time the construction permit wasissued. The State was not del egated the program
respongbility until 1978. Therewas no documentation to indicateif EPA ever evauated the congtruction of

EAF#4. Thereview concluded that EAF #4 was not subject to the requirements of Subpart AA. One of
the determinative factorswasthat construction of equipment integrd to theingalation of EAF#4 (e.g. melt
shop walls and roof structure, including the internal crane structure, the building penthouses and the duct
work inside the melt shop) had commenced during the relevant time period for construction of both EAFs,
but before October 21, 1974. These structureswould have required significant redesign and reconstruction
to provide an internal hood and plenum had EAF #4 been expected to comply with the rdlevant provisions
of the NSPS.

|Bi||et Caster and Round Caster |

The two casters had been assigned separate congtruction permits, primarily because they were two

difference size furnaces. The Title V application requested the two caster be combined into one source.

Theemisson factorsfor both furnaces are the same and the fuel consumption and stedl processing records
are not kept separately. Combining the two casters into one source alows the permittee the flexibility to
operate either caster as needed for production schedules without the need for additional recordkeegping.

This request was granted and the casters were combined as one source in the operating permit.

1. Applicable Requirements. The gpplicable requirements were established by Congtruction Permit

93PB1073-3for thebillet caster and 93PB1073-4 for theround caster. In preparing the Operating Permit
atypographic error was found in the Find Approva of Construction Permit 93PB1073-4 for the round
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caster. The error set the nitrogen oxidesemission limit at 6.69 tons per year The correct value was 35.59
tons per year. The correct value was incorporated in the Operating Permit.

2. Emission Factors: Theemissonsare etimated from the natural gas consumed and the amount of stedl
processed. The natural gas emission factors were selected from AP-42. The particul ate matter emisson
factor for hot metd transfer was taken from AP-42. The PMyo and the NOx emission factors were
developed in the preparation of the construction permits.

TheTitleV gpplicationtota facility emissonsreported could not beverified. Asnoted above, themeltshop
particul ate emissions were apparently double counted when caculating the tota emissions. In addition, it
appears that while the application discussed the process related emission factors for PM o and nitrogen
oxide in the cagting process, these emissons were not caculated and included in the emissons for the
cagters and the totdl facility.

3. Monitoring Plan: Thefud usage, amount of stedd processed and the furnace operating hoursareto be
monitored for estimating the emissions and determining compliance.

4. Compliance Status: The Division accepts that this source wasin compliance a the timethe gpplication
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.

|LadIeMetaIIurgy Station |

1. Applicable Requirements. The applicable requirements were established by Congtruction Permit
93PB1073-8. During the preparation of the Operation Permit the permittee requested the hourly limitsbe
increased, but the annud limits not be changed. Based on experience, the permittee was not certain they
could comply with the short term limits during periods of intense production. The Divison accept the
request to increase the limit.

2. Emission Factors: The emission factors were provided in the Title V agpplication. The Title V
application baghouse capture efficiencies of 99.0% for particul ates, 98.7% for PM 1o, and 99.0% for lead,
were used in verifying compliance for this process.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emisson esimates and the compliance determinations are based on the
monitoring of the amount of stedl processed and the operating hours of the station.

4. Compliance Status: The Division acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at the timethe application
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other informetion available.

|Vacuum Degassing Facility |
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1. Applicable Requirements. The applicable requirements were established by Congtruction Permit
93PB1073-2. During the preparation of the Operation Permit the permittee requested the hourly sted

processing limit beincreased, but the annua limit not be changed. Based on experience, the permittee was
not certain they could comply with the short term limit during periods of intense production. The Division
accept the request to increase the limit.

2. Emission Factors: The degassng emissons are discharged through a flare to control the amount of
carbon monoxide emissons. Theatmospheric emissons are generated from the natura gas combustion of
theflare and from the degassing. The naturd gas combustion emission factors were sdected from AP-42.
The carbon monoxide emission factor for the degassing process was devel oped for the congtruction permit.

3. Monitoring Plan: The emission estimates and the compliance demongtration are based on the amount of
natural gas consumed and the amount of steel processed.

4. Compliance Status: The Division acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at the timethe application
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other informetion available.
1. Applicable Requirements: The applicable requirements were established by Construction Permit

|Cleaver Brooks Boiler For Degassing Steam Production |

93PB1073-1.

2. Emission Factors: Theboiler burnsonly natural gas. Theemission factorswere selected from AP-42.
Thereisno control equipment on the boiler stack.

3. Monitoring Plan: Only the fue use needs to be monitored because the estimated emissions are
cdculated from the fuel use. The Division accepts that the combustion of pipdine quality natural gasisnot
expected to exceed the opacity standard or create significant sufur dioxideemissons. The permitteeisto
provide an annud certification that only pipeline quaity natura gasis burned.

4. Compliance Status: The Division acceptsthat this source wasin compliance at the timethe application
was prepared based on the information provided in the application and other information available.
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| Trestle Off-loading |

1. Applicable Requirements: This source was grandfathered from the regulatory requirement for a
congtruction permit. The pertinent gpplicable requirements for this source of fugitive particulate emissons
are to minimize fugitive particulate emissons (Regulation No. 1, Section 111.D.1.8), and APEN reporting
(Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section I1). The 20% opacity, no off- property trangport and nuisance emisson
limitationsidentified in Regulation 1, Section 111.D.1.c are guiddines, not enforceable sandards. However,
failure to comply with the guidelines may trigger the Divison to require afugitive emissons control plan be
submitted. The file information indicates afugitive particul ate emiss ons control plan has not been required
to avoid a problem with the off- gte trangport of fugitive particulate emissions.

While PM and PM y, fugitive particul ate emissions are subject to the APEN reporting requirements, they but
are not subject to annua emission fees.

2. Emission Factors. Fugitive emissons are emissons that are not discharged to the atmosphere in a
confined flow stream. The combination of wind and the exposed surface area creete fugitive particulate
emissons from the storage piles. The fugitive particulate emissons are categorized as particulate matter
(PM), whichistypicdly particulates with ardatively coarse Sze range, and particulate matter lessthan 10
micronsin diameter (PM o).

The Title V gpplication provided a particulate emission factor of 0.0128 pounds per ton of tota flux off-
loaded, and 0.0018 pounds per ton of burned lime off-loaded from thetrestle. The TitleV gpplicationadso
provided PM ;o emission factors of 0.00607 pounds per ton of total flux off-1oaded, and 0.00087 pounds of
burned lime off-loaded. The Division accepts the emission factors provided by the gpplication.

The permittee notes the flux materid being purchased may change in the future and have different
emissons factors, but the source emissionswould not be expected to change. The Divisonisnot
ableto accommodate an unspecified list of materidsinthe TitleV permit. If afuture changeinthe
materialsused resultsin no change or adecreasein the source emissions, the TitleV permit may be
modified with an adminigrative type of change. If the emissions increase, considerations for re-
opening the permit will have to be reviewed at that time.

3. Monitoring Plan: Asnoted above, once the emission factors have been determined theemissonscan
be edimated from the amount of materia off-loaded from the trestle each year. Fugitive particulate
emissonsmay be controlled by wetting the sored materid with water or chemica's, compaction and grading
of thestored materid. Visud observations provide sufficient information for when aproblem isdeveloping
and the need for corrective action.
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4, Compliance Status. The Divison accepts that this source was in compliance at the time the
gpplication was prepared based on the information provided in the gpplication and the self- certification

|Insignificant Sour ces |

performed by the applicant.
Severd inggnificant sources of emissons related to this production process are noted in the Title V

gpplication. Thesewere cited by the use of the generd categories provided inthe Title V gpplication forms,
and no specific source or equipment was noted. On an annua basis the gpplicant will have to review the
edimated emissons from these indgnificant sources to determine if they are gill inggnificant and in
compliance.

TheTitleV gpplication notesthere are 35 to 45 insignificant naturd gas combustion sourceswith ratings of
0.02 to 0.25 million Btu per hour. Various activities within the steedmaking mill such as dag removd,
gorage of HBI and bucket loading have particulate emissions which are unquantifigble a thistime. The
permittee used their experienceto etimate that each of these sourcesarelessthan 2 TPY. The particulate
emissons from the flux hoppers are consdered insgnificant whether or not an 80% enclosure efficiency is
goplied. Thehandling of the baghouse dust isconsdered to be an insggnificant source. The potentia to emit
for the dust handling is estimated a only a fraction of aton without congderation of any dust control

measures.

|Alter nate Oper ating Scenarios |

No aternative operating scenarios were identified.

|Permit Shield |

The intent of the permit shield is to provide limited protection to the facility in the event of an error in the
evauation of whether aregulation, or portion of aregulation applies. The facility identifies the issue and
presentsitspogtion. TheDivison reviewsthepaostion. If the Division and thefacility mutualy agree on the
postion, theissueisrecorded inthe permit. If, at alater date, it isdetermined that an error was madein the
mutua decision, thefacility is protected from enforcement action until the permit can be reopened and the
correct requirements and a compliance schedule inserted.

For thisTitle V gpplication, where arequest for the shield protection for aspecific applicable requirement,

or aspecific section of an applicable requirement, and a proper judtification was provided for the request,
the shidd was granted. The permit shield was not granted for requests for a
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blanket protection from al portions of aregulation. The Divison findsthistype of blanket protection istoo
broad and generd for the shield protection to be properly interpreted and granted.

|Misce||aneous |

From time to time published emisson factors are changed based on new or improved data. A logica

concerniswhat hgppensif the use of the new emission factor in acaculation resultsin asource being out of
compliance with a permit limit. For thisoperating permit, the emission factors or emission factor equations
included in the permit are cong dered to befixed until changed by the permit. Obvioudy, factors dependent
on thefue sulfur content or heat content can not be fixed and will vary with thetest results. Theformulafor
determining the emisson factorsis, however, fixed. It isthe responshility of the permittee to be aware of
changesinthefactors, and to notify the Divisoninwriting of impacts on the permit requirementswhen there
isachangeinfactors. Upon natification, the Divison will work with the permittee to addressthe Stuation.

|HazardousAir Pollutants |

Hazardousair pollutants areincluded in the State non-criteriareportable pollutants. A deminimisreporting
threshold is established by acombination of the degree of hedlth hazard represented by the pollutant (Bin)
and the height above ground for the discharge of the material. The non-criteriareportable pollutantsand the
reporting thresholds for the sources at thismill areincluded in Appendix H of the TitleV permit. TheTitle
V gpplication provided the following emission factors for the pollutants.

Steelmaking Non-criteria Pollutant Emisson Factors

Pollutant Value Units
Electric Arc Furnaces#3 & #4

Arsenic 0.00127 pounds per ton of particulate matter emitted
Cadmium 0.0141
Chromium 0.0484
Mercury 0.00605
Manganese 0.726
Nickel 0.00605
Lead 0.526
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Pollutant Value Units

Trestle Off-Loading

Ferromanganese 0.0128 pounds per ton of ferromanganese

Silicomanganese pounds per ton of silicomanganese

Ferrochromium pounds per ton of ferrochromium
[Addendum |

Prior to the completion of the mandatory 45 day EPA review period for this Operating Permit, the permittee
submitted awritten request to the Divison for theremova of the short term emissonslimitsfrom the Permit.
The request was made as a consequence of the Air Quality Control Commission actions detailed on the
first page of this documen.

The Divison reviewed the short term limits contained in this Operating Permit in response to the request.
As a consequence of the Air Quality Control Commission actions, the short term limits listed below were
removed from the Permit.

Construction Emission Point PM PM 19 Process Rate
Permit Ib/hr Ib/hr

93PB1073-3 Billet Caster 288 tons per hour

93PB1073-4 Round Caster 288 tons per hour

93PB1073-8 Ladle Metallurgy Stations 1.82 1.17 175 tons per hour

93PB1073-2 Vacuum Degassing Facility 150 tons per hour

Thehourly limitsfor the Electric Arc Furnaceswere established by the formulafor processing equipment set
forth in Regulation No. 1, Section IIl, "C.1.b. Since these limits are established by a specific State
standard, they remain applicable, and can not be removed from the Permit. Thegrainloading andardisa
State-only requirement for the furnaces. The Divison does not have the information needed to establish
whether the grain loading sandard or the hourly limit is more stringent; which requires the permittee to
demongrate compliance with both limits.
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TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENT
for
OPERATING PERMIT 950PPB097
to be issued to:

CF&I Sted, L.P.
Pueblo - Steeddmaking Mill
Pueblo County
Source ID 1010048

Prepared by Miched E. Jensen
September 15, 1999

. PURPOSE:

This document establishesthe basisfor decisions made regarding the revision of Applicable Requirements,
Emission Factors, Monitoring Plan and Compliance Status of Emission Units covered within the Operating
Permit proposed for this Ste. It is designed for reference during review of the revison of the proposed
permit by the EPA and during Public Comment. This narrative is intended only as an adjunct for the
reviewer and has no lega standing. Conclusionsin thisdocument are based oninformation provided inthe
origind gpplication submittal of December 8, 1995, as well as numerous telephone contacts with the
applicant.

On April 16, 1998, the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission directed the Division toimplement new
procedures regarding the use of short term emission and production/throughput limits on Congtruction

Permits. These proceduresare being directly implemented in al Operating Permitsthat had not Sarted their
Public Comment period asof April 16, 1998. All short term emission and production/throughput limitsthat
gppeared in the Congtruction Permits associated with thisfacility that are not required by aspecific Stateor
Federal standard or by the above referenced Division procedures have been ddeted and dl annua emisson
and production/throughput limits converted to arolling twelve (12) month total. Note that, if applicable,
appropriate modeling to demonstrate compliance with the Nationd Ambient Air Quality Standards was
conducted as part of the Construction Permit processing procedures. If required by this permit, portable
monitoring resultsand/or EPA referencetest method resultswill be multiplied by 8760 hoursfor comparison
to annud emission limits unless there is a pecific condition in the permit restricting the hours of operation.

Any revisons made to the underlying congtruction permits associated with thisfacility madein conjunction
with the processing of this operating permit gpplication have been reviewed in accordance with the
requirements of Regulation No. 3, Part B, Congtruction Permits, and have been found to meet dl gpplicable
Substantive and procedura requirements. This operating permit incorporates and shdl be considered to be
a combined construction/operating permit for any such revisons, and the permittee shal be dlowed to
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operate under the revised conditions upon issuance of thisoperating permit without gpplying for arevisonto
this permit or for an additiona or revised Congtruction Permit.

|General Information |

At the time the Title V applications were submitted this facility operated under the name of CF&1 Sted,
L.P. Inearly 1998 thefacility name changed to Rocky Mountain Stedl Mills. Thelegd entity CF& 1 Stedl,
L.P. remains but business isnow conducted under the new name. The operating permitsremain under the
name of CF& | Stedl, L.P.

CF&1 Stedl, L.P. (CF&I) usestwo (2) electric arc furnacesto produce sted for the production of various
products. CF&I elected to divide the plant by mgor production function and submit separate Title V

permits for each production function. This places the compliance respongbility on the designated

production manager making the operating, budget and scheduling decisions. For this document the word
>Mill- will beused to refer to the various processesrel ated to the production function. Theword>Mill- isnat
referring to a separate facility. The following separate Title V permit have previoudy been issued:

Rail Mill 950PPB086 Utilities 950OPPB098
Rod/Bar Mill  950PPB0838 Seamless Mill  950PPB089

The sources addressed in this operating permit are those related to the portion of the plant dedicated to the
production of sted. Sources of air pollution emissons involved with the sted production are:

EAF #3 & #4 - Electric Arc Furnaces (EAF) mdt the sted scrap. Themelted scrgp is mixed with
various materids (fluxes) to produce sted hillets.

LadleMetdlurgy Station - Materidsare added to refinethe stedl to the quality required for the find
production use.

Steel Cagters- Therearetwo sted casters, abillet caster and around cagter, for casting the molten
Sted.

Vacuum Degasser - Dissolved gases are removed from the molten steel. The gases are passed
through aflare to reduce the carbon monoxide emissons.

Steam Boiler - Steam isused in the molten stedl degassing process. A boiler isrequired to produce
the steam.
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Tredtle Offloading - Rail cars delivering raw materiasfor the sted production are moved onto an
elevated trestle for off-loading.

Thereisonedightly different agpect about the baghousesfor the éectric arc furnacesworth noting. Thegas
isexhausted from the baghousesinto a plenum through the baghousesinstead of being discharged through
conventiona stacks.

|Issues

Short Term Limits

Some of the existing Congtruction Permits for thisfacility contained short term limits established when the
permit wasissued. Asdiscussed a the start of thisdocument, the Air Quaity Control Commission directed
the Divison to implement new procedures regarding the use of short term emission and
production/throughput limits on Congtruction Permits. All short term emission and production/throughput
limitsthat appeared in the Congtruction Permits associated with a source that are not required by aspecific
State or Federal standard or by Division procedures could be ddeted and all annual emisson and

production/throughput limits converted to aralling twelve (12) month total. On August 5, 1998, CF& |

submitted a letter requesting the short term Congtruction Permit limits for the Seamless Mill and the
Stedmaking Mill beremoved from the Operating Permits beforethey wereissued. The SeamlessMill short
term limitswere established by Regulation No. 1 and had to remaininthe permit. All the Operating Permits
except this Steelmaking permit were subsequently issued. Some of the exigting Congtruction Permitsfor the
Sedmaking Mill contained short term limits that satisfied the criteria for removal.

At the time the letter requesting the remova of the short term limits was received, the Steemaking Mill
proposed permit had completed the Public Comment activity and had been submitted to EPA for their
review. Alsoon August 5, 1998, the Divison met with CF& | representatives to discuss concerns CF& |
had regarding the applicability of Regulation No. 1 Section VV.D.2 which setsagrain loading standard for
the particulate emissons from the eectric arc furnaces. Subsequent discussions on the Regulation No. 1
issue were continued beyond the end of the EPA review period. Therevision of the Operating Permit to
remove the short term limits required a change in the monitoring programs in the proposed permit. The
Divison determined the revision of the Operating Permit should be subject to additiona Public Comment.
The Divison could have issued the previous versgon of the permit and then processed the modification
requested. The Divison believesit is more efficient not to issue the previous version.

A summary of the short term limits established by the Condruction Permits, and removed from the

Operating Permit are shown in the table bdow. The short term limits required by the gpplicable
requirements of Regulation No. 1 wereincorporated in the modified Operating Permit. 1n some cases, the
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Regulaion No. 1 limitsaresubgtantidly greeter than the previous condruction permit limits. The monitoring
requirements were modified as necessary to reflect the changes.

Construction Emission Point NOX, CO, VOC, PM, PM 10, Fudl Use or

Permit Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Ib/hr Processrate
93BP1073-3 Billet & Round 288 tons
93PB1073-4 | Casters per hour
93PB1073-8 Ladle Metallurgy 1.82 117 175 tons
Station per hour
93PB1073-2 Vacuum Degassing 150 tons
Facility per hour

Electric Arc Furnace Particulate Emissions

Discussions regarding the applicability of Regulation No.1 Section V.D.2 raised concerns regarding the
bass for the CF&I certification of compliance with the arc furnace particulate matter emissons. A
compliance test was needed but CF&| questioned whether proper testing could be performed. The
Divison ingpected the emissons control device and determined testing could be performed. The monitoring
requirements were modified to incorporate the requirement for a compliance test.

The emissons monitoring devel oped for demongtrating compliance with the particulate matter limitsfor the
arc furnaces combines performance testing and gas flow monitoring. An annua compliance test will be
conducted to demongtrate compliance with the short term limits at that point intime. The performance test
will dso establish emisson factors for use with the continuous gas flow measurement to demondtrate
compliance in the interim between compliancetests. Provision wasincluded to reduce the compliancetest
frequency should testing establish there are low leves of actud emissons.

The Operating Permit includesthe permit shield protection to identify that the eectric arc furnace emissons
are not subject to the provisions of New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) Subpart AA and AAaof

40 CFR Subpart 60. However, the provisonsof 40 CFR Subpart 60 provide established emission testing
and monitoring procedures.  The provisons of the Title V program obligate the Divison to establish

adequate monitoring proceduresto demondrate continuous compliance with the permit limits. TheDivison
believes establishing the monitoring requirements based on selected provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 provides
established and accepted procedures that are readily available for use by CF&I.

L anguage Changes

In the time since the initid Operating Permit draft was prepared the Divison has modified some of the
gtandard language in the Operating Permits to satisfy concerns expressed by EPA. Sections of the permit
have been modified to incorporate the current standard language.
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Addendum
In response to the Public Notice CF& 1 requested a Public Hearing before the Air Qudity Control
Commission. The hearing was scheduled and aseries of continuation requests delayed the hearing until the

last requested date of September 16, 1999. On September 9,1999, a Compliance On Consent Order
was issued, and CF& | withdrew the request for the Public Hearing.
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TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENT
for
OPERATING PERMIT 950PPB097
to be issued to:

CF&I Sted, L.P.
Pueblo - Steeddmaking Mill
Pueblo County
Source ID 1010048

Prepared by Michael E. Jensen
January 10, 2000

|. PURPOSE:

This document establishes the basisfor decisions made regarding the revision of Applicable Requirements,
Emission Factors, Monitoring Plan and Compliance Status of Emission Units covered within the Operating
Permit proposed for this site. It is designed for reference during review of the revison of the proposed
permit by the EPA and during Public Comment. This narrative is intended only as an adjunct for the
reviewer and has no legd standing. Conclusionsin this document are based on information provided in the
origina gpplication submittal of December 8, 1995, as well as numerous other documents, telephone
contacts with the gpplicant and comments received during the Public Comment period.

Any revisons made to the underlying congtruction permits associated with thisfacility madein conjunction
with the processing of this operating permit application have been reviewed in accordance with the
requirements of Regulation No. 3, Part B, Congtruction Permits, and have been found to meet dl gpplicable
substantive and procedura requirements. This operating permit incorporates and shal be considered to be
a combined congruction/operating permit for any such revisions, and the permittee shal be adlowed to
operate under therevised conditions upon issuance of thisoperating permit without gpplying for arevisonto
this permit or for an additiona or revised Congtruction Permit.

lI. GENERAL INFORMATION

At the time the Title V applications were submitted this facility operated under the name of CF&1 Stedl,
L.P. Inearly 1998 thefacility name changed to Rocky Mountain Sted Mills. Thelegd entity CF& 1 Sted,
L.P. remainsbut businessis now conducted under the new name. The operating permits remain under the
name of CF&| Stedl, L.P.

CF&1 Sted, L.P. (CF&1) usestwo (2) electric arc furnaces to produce sted! for the production of various
products. CF&I dected to divide the plant by mgor production function and submit separate Title V
permits for each production function. This places the compliance responghility on the designated
production manager making the operating, budget and scheduling decisons. For this document the word
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>Mill- will be used to refer to the various processesrel ated to the production function. Theword>Mill- isnot
referring to a separate facility. The following separate Title V permit have previoudy been issued:

Rail Mill 950PPB086 Seamless Mill  950PPB089
Rod/Bar Mill  950PPB088 Utilities 950PPB098

The sources addressed in this operating permit are those rel ated to the portion of the plant dedicated to the
production of sted. Sources of air pollution emissions involved with the sted production are:

EAF #3 & #4 - Electric Arc Furnaces (EAF) met the sted scrap. Themelted scrap ismixed with
various materids (fluxes) to produce sted hillets.

LadleMetdlurgy Stetion - Materidsare added to refinethe sted to the qudity required for thefina
production use.

Sted Casters- Therearetwo sted casters, abillet caster and around caster, for casting the molten
ded.

Vacuum Degasser - Dissolved gases are removed from the molten stedl. The gases are passed
through a flare to reduce the carbon monoxide emissons.

Steam Boiler - Steam isused in the molten steel degassing process. A boiler isrequired to produce
the steam.

Tredtle Offloading - Rail cars ddlivering raw materids for the stedl production are moved onto an
elevated trestle for off-loading.

Thereisonedightly different operationa agpect of the baghousesfor the dectric arc furnaces worth noting.

The gasis exhausted from the baghouses into a plenum through the baghousesinstead of being discharged
through conventiona stacks.
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[I1. ISSUES

New Sour ce Performance Standar ds (NSPS) Applicability

TheTitleV application stated that EAF #4 was placed in service on July 5, 1976, which would make the
EAF subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 (NSPS) Subpart A AGenerd Provisionsi) and Subpart
AA AStandards of Performance for Sted Plants: Electric Arc Furnaces Constructed After October 21,
1974 and on or Before August 17, 1983". The provisions identify the affected facilitiesasthe dectricarc
furnaces and the dust handling systems. The provisions define the shop as the building housing the ectric
arc furnaces and shop emissions are established as part of the furnace requirements.

Since the in-service date was well after the applicability date of Subpart AA, the Divison reviewed the
applicability of Subpart AA to both EAF #3 and EAF #4. At the time the EAFs were being consiructed
the Divison had not been delegated the responshility for the NSPS program. Therefore, it was not
expected that the fileswould provide any information on the gpplicability of the NSPS requirements unless
theinformation was provided as part of some other issue. The Divisioresarchived files contained extensive
materid related to an EPA/CF& | legd actionin gpproximately 1979. Thearchived fileswerereviewed for
any information relating to an EPA NSPS determination being made at that time, or prior to that time, sSince
particulate emissonswereanissueinthe case. Noinformation wasfound. Fileinformation did identify thet
ged production was shifted to the EAFsin 1982 when the primary facilities were shutdown.

Thefiles contained various documents rel ated to the permitting of EAF #3. The documents identified that
congtruction of EAF#3 and the meltshop was completed by January, 1974. EAF#3 wasplaced in service
January 16, 1974. On this basis, EAF #3 existed prior to the October 21, 1974, applicability date of
Subpart AA, and, therefore, is not subject to the provisions.

Thefiles contained an gpplication for apermit-to-construct dated November 22, 1974, which identified an
expected congtruction start date for EAF #4 of March 15, 1976. Clearly the construction of EAF #4 was
accomplished after te Subpart AA applicability date. However, CF&I claimed that EAF #4 was
congtructed as acontinuation of aconstruction project that commenced with the start of the construction of
EAF#3. TheDivison reviewed information provided by CF&1 and thefilesfor information related to this
issue.

The Divison requested the Attorney Generd:s office to review the lega background related to EPA:s
previous decisions related toAcontinuous constructioni. Based onthefileinformation, additiond information
provided by CF&I, and with the consultation provided by the Attorney Genera:s office, the case law
review, the Divison notified CF& I by letter dated July 8, 1996, that Subpart AA did not apply to EAF #4
based on EAF #4 being a part of a continuous congtruction project that started with EAF #3.

InaDecember 14, 1999, |etter, EPA natified the Divison of their determination that Electric Arc Furnace
(EAF) #4 issubject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart AA AStandards of Performancefor Stedl
Plants: Electric Arc Furnaces Constructed After October 21, 1974 and on or Before August 17, 1983".
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Being subject to Subpart AA, EAF#4 isaso subject to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart A AGenerd Provisons{.
The EPA determination was based on the congtruction date of the source (EAF#4). EPA found that CF& |
had failed to demongrate that there was an actud physica condruction of, or a binding contractua
obligation for EAF #4, independent of EAF #3, prior to the NSPS gpplicability date.

The previous versons of the draft permit provided the permit shield from the provisions of NSPS Subpart
AA for EAF #3 and EAF #4. The EPA determination requires this permit revison to remove the shied
protection for EAF #4.

The previous versions of the draft permit identified the same gpplicable requirementsfor both EAFs. The
EPA determination requires this revison of the permit to address the two furnaces separately in the
Operating Permit in order to correctly identify the applicable requirementsfor each EAF. Higtoricdly, both
baghouses have operated as necessary to control the emissons from one or both furnaces. A consultant
hired by CF& | determined the furnace canopies were too small. The June 4, 1997, Compliance Order on
Consent, directed CF& 1 to enlarge the two furnace canopies to properly capture and control the fugitive
emissonsfrom the operation of thefurnaces. CF& | subsequently proposed adifferent solution accepted by
the Divison.

Since both baghouses must operate to control the emissions, the emissonsfrom both baghouses are subject
to the emissons limits for EAF #3 when only EAF #3 is operating. However, whenever EAF #4 is
operating, both baghouses are subject to the EAF #4 emission limits. Whenever EAF #4 is operating, the
baghouses are subject to the State-only grain loading sandard which has the same numericd vaue
(0.00520 graing/dscf) asthe NSPS Subpart AA provisions. However, the State-only regulation specifies
the value is to be determined from a two-hour average, while the Subpart AA vaue is determined from
three (3) tests, each test to be aminimum of four (4) hoursin duration. Given the potentia for sgnificant
fluctuation of the emissons, it isnot possible to project which isthe more stringent limitation. Compliance
with both limitations will therefore have to be demonstrated during any compliance testing.

Subpart AA provides optionsfor asourceto consider. For the meltshop emissions, the source may either
provide a continuous pressure monitor for the furnace dtatic pressure or conduct daily Method 9
obsarvationsin the shop in the proximity of the furnace during amelting and refining period. For controlling
the shop emissions, the source is adlowed to select whether it will monitor the fan motor amperes and
damper settings, monitor the volumetric flow in each separately ducted furnace hood, or monitor the damper
settings and the volumetric flow at the inlet to the baghouse. At this time the options of choice have not
been sdlected. Therefore, the permit conditionsmust include the requirementsrelated to al theoptions. At
afuture date the conditions may be adjusted to reflect the actua Stuation.

NSPS Subpart AA, *60.272(a)(3) requiresthe establishment of acombination of damper and volumetric
flow rate settingsto limit the meltshop opacity during operation of an EAF to belessthan 6%, 20% during
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charging periods, and 40% during tapping periods. Since this provision addresses the operation of any
EAF, CF& | must be mindful that the meltshop is subject to these opacity limitations during the operation of
EAF#3. CF&I dso needsto be mindful that Construction Permit 10PB557, Condition 1, setsan opacity
limit not to exceed 20%.

EAF#4isnotin compliancewiththe NSPS provisonsat thistime. Sincethe previousversonsof the draft
TitleV permit were never issued, EAF #4 does not have the permit shield protection from the applicability
of NSPS Subpart A and AA.

CF& | iscontesting the EPA applicability determination. Legd actionsinvolved with the applicahility digoute
could result in externd requirementsforcing delaysin the accomplishment of the compliance scheduleand/or
revisions to the applicable requirements set forth in the operating permit.

Non-compliance | ssues

A consderable amount of time has passed as a conseguence of a number of actions and activities that
developed during the drafting of this permit. During this extended time it was determined that CF& | was
not in compliance with some existing regulatory requirements. As aconseguence, Compliance Orderson
Consent were issued June 4, 1997, and September 9, 1999. Thisdraft permit wasrevised to incorporate
the applicable provisons of the compliance schedules for the Consent Orders.

Notein regard to the October 30, 1999 deadline set forth in the Compliance Schedulefor the September 9,
1999 Compliance Order on Consent: CF&| submitted a letter dated October 29, 1999 outlining its
proposa to develop amethod to monitor and record airflow through the baghouses. Ongoing discussions
between CF& | and the Divison may resolve this issue prior to the issuance of the Operating Permiit, in
which case the requirement will be removed from thefina verson of the permit.

Notein regard to the October 31, 1999 deadline set forth in the Compliance Schedulefor the September 9,
1999 Compliance Order on Consent: CF& | submitted adust control plan prior to the deadline. The plan
needsto be modified per aDivision letter dated December 18, 1999. Ongoing discussions between CF& |
and the Divison may resolve this issue prior to the issuance of the Operating Permit, in which case the
requirement will be removed from the final verson of the permit.

Note in regard to the December 1, 1999 deadline set forth in the Compliance Schedule for the
September 9, 1999 Compliance Order on Consent: CF& | did not submit areport prior to the deadline.
Ongoing discussions between CF& | and the Divison may resolve this issue prior to the issuance of the
Operating Permit, in which case the requirement will be removed from the find version of the permit.
The Compliance Scheduleinthe TitleV permit identifiesanumber of activities, tasks or actionsthat may be
completed before thefina verson of the TitleV permit isissued. Any such completed activities, tasks, or
actionswill be removed from the find verson of the permit.
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The COC for September 9, 1999, identified the tundish exchange as a source of potentiad opacity
exceedances. The permit revison includes a requirement for monitoring the opacity during the tundish

exchange

|V. TRESTLE OFF-LOADING FUGITIVE PARTICULATE EMISSIONS

Previousdrafts of the permit had not correctly addressed the regulatory requirementsfor the control of this
sourcessemissons. Thisrevison of the permit wasincluded changes to properly incorporate the regulatory
requirements.

V. EAF EMISSIONS

Condition 1.6 of the previousdraft of the permit required the submittal of aplan detailing how the baghouse
particulate matter would be sampled, tested and the emissions estimated. CF& | objected to the submittal
of aplan on the basisthat the detailswere provided inthe Title V application. Theinformation providedin
the Title V gpplication was not sufficient to comply with the monitoring intentions of Condition 1.6. CF&|
submittal the additional detail required. Appendix G has been added to this draft permit to present the
details intended to be provided by Condition 1.6, and Condition 1.6 modified to reflect this change.

VI. LANGUAGE CHANGES

In the time since the initid Operating Permit draft was prepared the Divison has modified some of the
standard language in the Operating Permits to satisfy concerns expressed by EPA. Sections of the permit
have been modified to incorporate the current stlandard language.

The Divison has been working with industry to make the compliance reporting requirements easier to
understand and accomplish. To thisend, there has been asteady evolution of thewording and formatting of
the permit appendixes. This revison of the permit includes the standard wording and formatting in use by
the Divison & thistime.
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